S
tereotypes are a way we categorize others when we have little knowledge about them (Devine, 1989) . A simple salient characteristic such as sex, hair color, or race may be used to determine what another person is like. Whether this process is implicit (automatic) or explicit (controlled) depends on the situation and the motivation of the person making a judgment (Devine, Amodio, Harmon-Jones, Vance, & Plant, 2002) . On one hand, when people are exposed to a prime about race, they may make implicit responses that are out of conscious control (Banaji, Hardin, & Rothman, 1993; Dovidio, Gaertner & Kawakami, 2002) , leading to behavior that shows bias. On the other hand, people are motivated to avoid negative reactions from others and to retain a positive view of themselves. Therefore, when a response is easy to control people who have high internal motivation to be viewed as egalitarian will react without prejudice, showing that when people are capable and willing they can respond to others in social situations without using stereotypes (Devine et al., 2002) .
One motivation to avoid acting in a biased manner is that doing so is not socially acceptable. However, social norms do not erase the fact that many people are uncomfortable when they interact with people of other races and ethnicities (Devine, 1989) . Such discomfort is most likely among people who see themselves as egalitarian and who adhere to ideas of social, political, and economic equality, but who are nonetheless unsure of how to behave in social situations that include people of other races and ethnicities (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000) . Lack of overt bias in such situations does not, however, signal a lack of prejudice. Gaertner and Dovidio (1986) propose that bias in a subtle, indirect form has replaced overt bias, particularly racism, among White people who do not see themselves as prejudiced and who do not wish to act in a discriminatory way.
Aversive racism is a form of bias that has developed from the more blatant forms of racism that are a function of racial stereotypes (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986) . Aversive racism describes the ways that people who claim to have egalitarian views about race portray
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Davison, Schneider, and Brownlow | influenCe of name Cues themselves as non-prejudiced when their views or actions will be judged by other members of society; however when there is no fear of a negative social reaction, they express their prejudice (Dovidio et al., 2002) . For example, White people will demonstrate prejudice to Black people by failing to offer help in ambiguous circumstances but only if it is not clear that social standards dictate that help should be given (Gaertner & Bickman, 1971; Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986) . Similarly, Dovidio and Gaertner (2000) report that when it is difficult to judge how qualified a Black person is for a job because the applicant is neither clearly qualified nor clearly unqualified, White persons showed discriminatory behavior. However, when the person's qualifications for a job are were clear, White people did not show discrimination. In sum, people show aversive racism when there is no pressure for them to act in a socially-acceptable manner. In such situations, people expose their true biases.
A potentially damaging place for aversive racism to manifest itself is in our judicial system. Race is a salient defendant quality affecting juror behavior, because jurors often do not have unlimited time or information about a defendant when making a decision (Steffensmeier & Demuth, 2002) . There is ample evidencefrom the laboratory to the courtroom, and for both judge and jury trials-that defendant race or ethnicity is related to judgments of culpability and sentencing. Studies of bias in judicial settings have focused primarily on comparisons between White and Black persons, showing, for example, that while judges are more punitive toward men, they are most punitive toward Black men (Steffensmeier & Hebert, 1999) . Further, White persons are more likely than Black persons to receive probation rather than a jail sentence (Spohn, Gruhl, & Welch, 1981 -1982 Unnever, Frazier, & Henrette, 1980) , and the death penalty is sought more often for trials that include Black defendants (Paternoster, 1984) .
The growth of the Hispanic population in the United States has allowed researchers to examine the possibility of judicial bias toward members of that group. Bodenhausen (1988) reported that people typically see Black and Hispanic persons as more likely than White persons to be guilty of a crime, and that they also are given lengthier sentences, perhaps justified by the expressed and explicit fear that those persons may commit similar crimes in the future. Muhlhausen (2004) and Steffensmeier and Demuth (2000) report that in actual trials, Hispanic defendants are given longer sentences than White defendants. The disparity in sentencing is greater among judges of color (Muhlhausen, 2004) .
The severity of the crime, prior record, and the age and education of Black and Hispanic defendants may be other contributing factors to sentence severity. Are Hispanic and Black people engaging disproportionally in criminal behavior and that is the reason for the harsher sentences? Or is it the case that we interpret information about crimes differently depending on who is being charged? Dane (1992) has noted that it is nearly impossible to eliminate all forms of stereotypes and biases from the courtroom, and that the influence of stereotypes can be seen in all aspects of the trial process. From simple defendant information such as socioeconomic status and residence, jurors will process subsequent information about the defendant in an automatic manner (Dane, 1992) . Even being charged with a crime evokes specific pre-set biases about the type of behavior the accused person may engage in or may have been involved with in the past (Gordon, 1993) . That is, if jurors believe that certain types of people commit certain classes of crime, they are more likely to vote for conviction if the accused is charged with a stereotype-relevant crime (Gordon, 1993) . Perhaps juries respond in this manner because they do not fully evaluate the information given to them once they have enough information to make a decision (Bodenhausen, 1988 (Bodenhausen, , 1990 .
While bias may be based on obvious information, it may, as noted earlier, also be based on tacit cues. In the latter case, people may not even realize that they are being primed to think a certain way about defendants, but they may show aversive racism. One subtle social cue is a name (Macrae, Mitchell, & Pendry, 2002) , which can signal a person's class, gender, and age (Koole & Pelham, 2003) . Names may also serve as cues to a person's race or ethnicity, activating our beliefs about the characteristics of a person and what sort of crime that person may or may not be likely to commit. For example, Shaneberger, Williamson, and Brownlow (1996) examined guilt and sentencing judgments of women accused of a crime, varying the names of the accused printed on a police report. One name was judged to belong to a Black woman, the other to belong to a White woman. Participants did not show explicit indications of racial bias, as they provided equal sentences and advocated equal treatment under the law. However, the participants perceived that the Black woman was more likely to have committed a similar crime in the past and that her behavior may have been affected by social forces, which could then allow them to justify any possible future biased behavior toward her or toward people in her social group. By establishing real concerns about the possibility that criminal behavior was part of a pattern, people have a plausible and defensible rationale to be more punitive.
In this study we examined how name cues to ethnicity affected beliefs about guilt and the sentencing influenCe of name Cues | Davison, Schneider, and Brownlow of persons with Hispanic names. "Name dropping" or other uses of name as a representation of race or ethnicity has not been used to examine bias toward Hispanics; therefore our research represents a new line of inquiry with regard to ethnicity and is an extension of name research focusing on comparisons of perceptions of Black and White people. We predicted that people would not show overt bias to Hispanic men accused of a crime by assigning them longer prison sentences, but that they would show subtle forms of bias in measures tapping other beliefs about the accused, such as the likelihood of past and future criminal behavior.
Method Overview and Design
We randomly assigned men and women participants to one of two groups; in both cases they read a police report of a local crime committed by two men. The only difference in the police reports given to participants in these groups was whether the suspects listed on the report both had White/non-Hispanic names or whether one had a White/non-Hispanic name and one a Hispanic name. Participants evaluated likelihood of guilt and assigned a sentence to both accused persons, answered recall questions, and gave their personal background information. These manipulations resulted in a 2 x 2 x 2 (Participant Sex x Name Pair Mix: WilliamFrank or William-Franco x Name: William and either Frank or Franco) mixed design, with repeated measures on the last factor.
Participants
A total of 102 college students (52 men, 50 women; M age = 20.23) participated in this study. Most (n = 88) were White, and the remainder were Black (n = 9) or other (n = 5). Participants received course credit in psychology or sociology courses for their assistance.
Stimulus Material
Police report. We acquired a police report from the local police department and created an account of an armed robbery based on an actual crime noted in the Police Blotter of the local newspaper. The only difference in the report was that for half of the participants the suspects were listed as William Blake and Frank Rogers, and for the other half the suspects were William Blake and Franco Rodriguez. 1 The information given about the crime included the type of crime (armed robbery), date and time (September 5 at 11:30 pm), where the crime occurred (Rushco Convenience store) and the type of weapon used (hand gun). Information about the suspects included height (6 ft for both), weight (200 pounds; 145 pounds), age (25 years old for both) and their clothing (white shirt and blue jeans; black shirt and black pants). No specification of suspect race and/or ethnicity was given in the report, and the physical characteristics listed (e.g., height, weight and clothing) could belong to either a White person or a Hispanic person. Potential personal information about the suspects, such as address, phone number, and social security number were blacked out with a marker on the report in order to lend credibility to the manipulation.
Dependent Measures
Likelihood of guilt and sentencing. Participants indicated the degree to which they agreed that each accused person was guilty, using 7-point scales with endpoints labeled 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). After studying the police report, participants judged the likelihood that each of the suspects committed the crime, the likelihood that they had committed similar previous crimes, and the likelihood each would commit similar crimes in the future, each taken on a scale from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). Additionally, they revealed their beliefs about how harshly the suspect should be punished from 1 (as lenient as law allows) to 7 (as harshly as the law allows). Lastly, participants sentenced the suspect or recommended probation, using sentencing guidelines which stipulated a 14-to-40 year sentence option for this crime (taken from the North Carolina Criminal Law and Motor Vehicle Handbook, 1993) .
Recall. In order to ensure participants read and remembered the materials, participants answered seven questions about the crime after they completed the scales about guilt and sentencing. The type of crime and names of suspects were the most important of these questions, and if those two were not answered correctly (as occurred in eight instances), the data were discarded. The other questions dealt with location, age of the suspects, where they were apprehended, and the weapon used. We calculated recall accuracy as the percentage of correct answers to the seven questions about the crime.
Personal Background. Participants also provided personal information (age, sex, race, college class) and indicated whether any member of their family was an attorney or member of the police force. We collected this information because participants with exposure to the criminal justice system through family members may have better knowledge about how sentencing should occur.
Procedure
Up to 10 students took part in the experiment at one time. We first gave participants a packet that included directions and a description of the experimental procedure; once they indicated they understood the procedure and signed the consent form this packet was collected. We then distributed a packet that included the police report, followed by the questions about guilt and sentencing. The report was available for the participants' use while making those judgments. We collected the first packet of questions and distributed the second packet with the recall and background questions, which participants had to complete without the aid of the police report. After the whole group was finished, the experimenter explained that the general purpose of the study was to determine how people assigned guilt and punishment. We provided a complete description of the hypotheses, experimental procedure, and findings via e-mail at the end of the semester.
Results

Recall Manipulation Checks
A total of 94 (92%) students recalled the four most important questions about the police report: the names of each accused person, the type of crime, and where it was committed. Moreover, men (82.0%) and women (83.9%) recalled report information at a similar rate. Therefore, all but eight participants recalled enough information to be able to answer the subsequent questions.
Overview
Measures of guilt, sentencing, harshness of the penalty, perception of how much influence social forces contributed to the accused's behavior, and a composite measure of criminality were analyzed separately in 2 x 2 x 2 (Participant Sex x Name Pair Mix: William-Frank or William-Franco x Name: William and either Frank or Franco) mixed ANOVAs, with repeated measures on the last factor. The means and standard deviations from the analyses are located in Table 1 . The criminality measure was a mean of three items that were strongly related and which may have tapped similar constructs: the chance the accused had done something similar in the past, the possibility that the accused would engage in worse crimes if left unchecked, and the likelihood that the accused might perform a similar crime in the future. These measures were highly correlated within name (Frank or Franco and William), all r's(100) = .40 to .65, all p's < .001.
Influence of Participant Sex, Name Mix of Suspects, and Names on Adjudications
Judgments of guilt, the recommended sentence length, and the likelihood that social factors were behind the actions of the accused persons were not influenced by any manipulations, although both the Suspect Name x Sex and Name Mix x Sex interactions for sentence length were marginally significant, both F's (1, 98) = 2.79, both p's = .10.
As hypothesized, more subtle measures of bias were influenced by the manipulations. Participants' assignment of the severity of the penalty for the crime was affected by names. For penalty harshness there was a significant interaction of Participant Sex and Suspect Name, F(1, 98) = 4.67, p < .01, partial η 2 = .06, and Participant Sex and Name Mix, F(1, 98) = 4.07, p < .05, partial η 2 = .04. Means from these interactions are displayed in Tables 2 and 3 Participant sex and name also influenced judgments of criminality. Specifically, the analysis produced a main effect of name, demonstrating that William was seen as less criminal (M = 5.31) than Frank or Franco (M = 5.45), F(1, 98) = 8.83, p < .005, partial η 2 = .08. Women judged the general criminality of the accused persons to be higher than did men, F(1, 98) = 4.59, p < .05, partial η 2 = .05. The main effect for Name Mix approached significance, F(1, 98) = 2.79, p = .10, as did the Name x Name Mix interaction, F(1, 98) = 3.04, p = .08. No other main effects or interactions approached significance.
Ethnicity/Race and Family Background
In an effort to rule out alternative possibilities that these results were a function of participant race or participant family background, the criminality ANOVA was recalculated for only White participants (n = 88; 42 men, 46 women) and again for those participants who did not have family in law enforcement (n = 89; 45 men and 44 women). In both ANOVAs the main effect for name influenCe of name Cues | Davison, Schneider, and Brownlow remained significant (i.e., William less criminal than Frank or Franco), as it was in the ANOVAs including all the participants. The effect for participant sex (i.e., women more punitive) was marginally significant (p = .06). Therefore, removing participants who had family in the criminal justice system or who were non-White did not change the pattern of the criminality data.
Discussion
The results of this study demonstrated that the ethnicity of an accused man's name did not influence explicit measures of guilt or perceptions of how lengthy his sentence should be. However, participants showed some evidence of aversive bias. In general, perceptions of criminality were lower for the person named William as opposed to his purported partner in the criminal act, who was named either Frank or Franco. There was some evidence of "guilt by association" for the accused person named William, in that women participants were more likely than men to advocate harsher punishments, particularly when the accused pair included at least one Hispanic-named person. However, women participants were more likely than men to see the accused persons as being more criminal in general.
Criminality judgments encompassed the likelihood that the suspect had engaged in criminal behavior in the past, would do so in the future, and could possibly commit worse crimes. In judgments of criminality, participants may have demonstrated more aversive bias because salient social cues were not present to dictate behavior: it would have been clear bias for people to assign Franco a longer sentence than William, but not to indicate greater concern about Franco's future criminal potential. This pattern is similar to that reported by Shaneberger et al. (1996) , whose study of Black and White women accused of a crime also produced no differences in sentencing between Black and White accused persons, but whose data revealed that participants believed the Black woman was more likely to have a criminal background, which could then allow people to justify any possible future biased behavior toward her or toward people in her social group.
2 Perhaps women in this study found both men (but especially those who were in mixed-ethnicity pairs) to be more criminal due to their implicit stereotypes of criminals, but did not sentence the two differently because they used controlled processes that took into account the possibility that other people would see them as prejudiced if they assigned a longer sentence to Franco (Devine & Elliot, 1995; Dovidio et al., 2002) .
Participants may have employed automatic processing when asked about personal characteristics of the suspect due to the fact that making such judgments would not be overtly biased. Therefore, their implicit beliefs and their explicit beliefs may not have mirrored each other. There are three plausible explanations for women's tendency to be more greatly influenced by the name cues than the men participants. First, women may have evaluated the information in the police report differently, thinking it was acceptable to be harsh because they read through all the background information and thus became concerned about criminality, which provided a somewhat reasonable justification for their beliefs (Bodenhausen, 1988 (Bodenhausen, , 1990 Khan & Lambert, 2001 ). This explanation is supported by research that shows that women are more likely than men to worry that a criminal may be involved in future legal trouble (Velin & Walters, 1988) . Further bias would then be possible, as the argument about criminality might afford women an external attribution for their beliefs, allowing them to continue to perceive themselves as egalitarian. A second explanation for the data is that men are simply less punitive than women, a finding consistent with other research (e.g., Lee, Lee, Horowitz, & King, 2006) showing women are harsher than men toward accused persons of color. Third, the presence of the gun in the crime may have been more alarming to women than to men. Generally, crimes involving weapons garner longer sentences, and the more salient that a gun was used as a weapon in the crime, the harsher the sentence, particularly for women (Dienstbier et al., 1998) .
The results also show the viability of using names as a subtle cue to ethnicity, which may in turn allow for a more realistic appraisal of people's automatic and controlled processing. That is, people often read the newspaper and make judgments about the guilt or innocence of persons accused of crimes. However, we did not ask participants to judge the ethnicity/ race of the persons in the police report after they had completed other recall questions, so we do not know whether participants would have been able-or willing-to guess ethnicity. Although collecting this information is essential for future studies, the likelihood that participants would have acknowledged that the information affected their decisions, even if it did, would be low (Pennington & Hastie, 1990) .
Adjustments to our method in subsequent studies may shed light on several questions that arose from the data. As noted, asking participants to judge the ethnicity of the accused persons is necessary, as is determining why participants did not use sentencing guidelines in their responses. The sentencing guidelines indicated a 14-to-40 year window, but participants averaged a nine and one-half year sentence for the crime. An assessment of either egalitarianism or its opposite, social dominance, might help determine which person variables interact with cues to race and ethnicity to influence judgments of others. To improve the external validity of the study, a more diverse sample of participants that includes people of varied ethnic, residential, and socioeconomic backgrounds is needed to determine whether the name cues affect people the same way. More importantly, a more realistic jury situation-where people make yes or no judgments of guilt while working with other persons-would also increase the generalizability of the results, as estimating the degree to which someone appears guilty is not an option in the judicial system. Despite needed improvements to the method, this study adds a dimension to understanding how members of one of the largest and growing minority groups in America may be viewed differently owing to a cue to their origin. Given that the U.S. Census Bureau (2009) reports that Hispanics currently comprise around 15% of the U.S. population (a figure expected to increase to about 20% by 2030) and as the ethnic and racial composition of America continues to shift and as the nation becomes more diverse, an understanding of the origins and outcomes of our attitudes as they influence our behavior in the judicial system becomes increasingly important.
